616	THE LAW OF IMMOVABLES
'.!    This right to affect foreign land was finally established by
BtMaorf\fhe decision in Penn v.fialtimore1 in 17^0* In. that case:
_ A contract had been made in England between the plaintiff and the
defendant, by which a scheme was arranged for fixing the boundaries of
Pennsylvania and Maryland. To a suit for specific performance brought
in this country the defendant objected that the court had no jurisdiction,
since it could neither make an effectual decree nor execute its own
judgment. Lord Hardwicke, while admitting that he could not make
a decree in ^rern^ granted 'specific performance, on the ground that the
strict primary decree in a court of Equity was\in
Extensive     The exercise of this jurisdiction, of course, is not confined to
operation questions concerning foreign land. It extends to any case where
of juris- *Y*^ ,    r        i	it	-1	r	j	1-1	r    i
diction in the defendant has been guilty or conduct that in the eyes of the
cour^ }s contrary to equity and good conscience. An important
example of the general jurisdiction occurs where a person who
is amenable to the jurisdiction commences legal proceedings
abroad the institution of which is inequitable. In such circum-
stances the court does not hesitate to issue an injunction in
restraint of the foreign proceedings, for a decree of this nature
is not directed against the authority of the foreign court but
merely commands a person within the English jurisdiction
what he is to do.2
'In truth, nothing can be more unfounded than the doubts of the
jurisdiction. That is grounded, like all other jurisdiction of the court,
not upon any pretension to the exercise of judicial and administrative
rights abroad, but on the circumstance of the person of the party on
whom this order is made being within the power of the court. If the
court can command him to bring home goods from abroad, or to assign
chattel interests, or to convey real property locally situate abroad—if,
for instance, as in Penn v. Baltimore^ it can decree the performance of
an agreement touching the boundary of a province in North America
... in precisely the like manner it can restrain the party within the
limits of the jurisdiction from doing anything abroad, whether the thing
forbidden be a conveyance or other act in pats, or the instituting or the
prosecution of an action in a foreign court.'s
Even where a person has actually obtained judgment abroad,
an injunction may be issued restraining him from reaping its
fruits, if he has obtained it in breach of some contractual or
1	(1750), I Ves. Sen. 444.
2	BusA&y v. Munday (1821), 5 Madd. 297; Portartington v. Soulby (1834),
3 My. & K. 104; Cairo* Iron Co. v. Maclaren (1855), 5 H.L.C. 439.
* Portarlington v. Soulby (1834), 3 My. & K. 104,108-9,^ Lord Brougham.
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